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RECEIVED 

CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS » ... , 

JUN U 'l 2007 

In the Office Action dated March 13, 2007, claims 1 - 20 were rejected. In 
rejsponse, Applicant has amended claims I, 8, 1 5, and 20 and canceled claims 3 and 1 1 - 
13. Applicant hereby requests reconsideration of the application in view of the amended 
claims and the below-provided remark^!. 

i 

i Claim 1 

i Claims 1 7, IS 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Bjy et a). (U-S, Pat, Publ. No. 2004/0042399 Al, hei^nafter Bly). 

! 
I 

Claim 1 is amraded to include the limitations of claim 3 and the phrase 'Svhich 
w^re received bom the customer." The amendments to claim 1 particularly point out that 

i 

tr$ffic type bandwidth limitations are received firom a customer and to particularly point 

j 

oi|t that it is the trafGc type bandwidth limitations which were received from the customer 
that are translated to queue-specific bandwidth limitations. As amended claim 1 recites: 

! 

A method for forwarding packet-based traffic through a network node» 
comprising: 

receiving traffic type bandwidth limiiadons firom a cmtomen 
\ dedicating a group of queues in a network node to the customer; 

j translating the traffic type bandwidth limitations, which were received from 

the customer, to queue-specific bandwidth limitations; 

performing queue-specific rate shaping on the cufitomcr*s traffic according to 
1 the queue-specific bandwidth limitations respectively associated with the queues; 
and 

performing group-specific rate shaping on the customer's traffic according to 
a groups-specific bandwidth limitation associated with the group of queues." 
(emphasis added) 

In the Office action, the **receiving" limitation was rejected in view of Bly 
paragraph [0025], line 1. Applicants assert that Bly does not disclose "receiving traffic 
type bandwidth limitations from a customed" as recited in claim 1. At paragraph [0025], 
lilies 1-3, Bly discloses "[T]he queues 44 - 47 can have shaping profiles, which include 
pijopcrties such as: priority, depths latency, jitter, and rate." Although Bly discloses that a 
qijeue can have a shaping profile such as rate, nowhere does Bly disclose that the shaping 
pijofile is received from the customer in the form of a traffic type bandwidth limitation. 

That is, while Bly discloses that a queue has a shaping profile, Bly does not di5clo$e 

i 
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wjiere the shaping profile comes from. Receiving traffic type bandwidth limitations from 
a txjstomer and then translating the traffic type bandwidth Umitations to queue-specific 
bandwidth limitations as recited in amended claim 1 allows the customer to control 
bsjndwidth usage without having to understand the concept of queuing within a service 
pxjovider edge device. Because BIy does not disclose ''receiving traffic type bandwidth 

limitations from a customer"^ as recited in claim 1, Applicants assert that claim 1 is not 

i 

anticipated by BIy. 

Claims 2 and 4 - 7 are dependent on claim L Applicant asserts that these claims 
aris allowable at least based on an allowable claim L 

! 
I 

Claim 15 

Claim 1 5 has been amended to include the limitation "receiving traffic-type- 
splecific bandwidth limitations from the customer'* similar to claim 1 . Claim 15 has also 
been amended to particularly point out that a customer-specific bandwidth limitation is 
esitablished for a customer and to point out the associations between the traffic-type- 

spiecific bandwidth limitations, the customer-q)ecific bandwidth limitations* and the 

i 

traffic channels. Support for the amendments is found, for example, in claim 3 as filed 
arid paragraphs [0018] - [0023] of Applicant's specification. Because of the similarities 
bcjtween claim I and 15, Applicant asserts that the remarks provided above with reference 
tOjclaim 1 apply also to claim 15. Applicant asserts that Bly does not disclose the above- 

idbntificd limitations of amended claim 15. 

I 

Claims 16 - 20 are dependent on claim 1 5. Applicant asserts that these claims are 
allowable at least based on an allowable claim 1 5. 

: 
I 

I Claim 8 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C- 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bly in view 
oflAatresh (U.S. Pat. No. 6,067,301). 

Claim 8 has been amended to include the limitations of claims 11-13 and also to 
particularly point out three vectors that are included within the scheduler lo implement 
p4cket forwarding. Support for the amendment is found, for example, at paragraphs 

[C!024] - [0034] and Fig. 2B. With regard to the three vectors, amended claim 8 recites: 

I 
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**wherein the scheduler comprises an individual queue enablement vector 

for each queue» a group enablement vector for the group of queues, and a result 

vector for each queue; 

wherein the mdividual queue enablement vector indicates which 

queues are enabled, with a queue being enabled if the queue has not consumed its 

allocated queue-specific bandwidth; 

wherein the group enablement vector indicates whettier the 
I group is enabled with the group being enabled as long as all of the allocated 

group-specific bandwidth has not been consumed; and 
I wherein the result vector indicates which queues are enabled for 

i sending packets, wherein in the first round a result vector for a queue indicates a 

queue is enabled only when both the individual queue enablement vector and the 
! group vector indicate that the queue is enabled and in the second round a result 
I vector for a queue indicates a queue is enabled as long as the group vector 

indicates that the group is enabled" 

I Applicant asserts that BIy does not disclose the limitations related to the 
in^vidual queue enablement vectors, the group enablement vector, and the result vectors 



Claim Objections 

The objections to claims 1 1 and 12 are moot in view of the claim cancellations. 
Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C, 1 12 

Claims 12 and 13 have been incorporated into claim 8 and corrections to the claim 



asirecited in amended claim 8. 

Claims 9, 10, and 14 are dependent on claim 8. Applicant asserts that these 
cljdms are allowable at least based on an allowable claim 8. 



language have been made to overcome the rejections. Claim 20 has been amended to 
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RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

CONCLUSION JUN 0 li 2007 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the claims in view of the 
arjiendments and remarks made herein. A notice of allowance is earnestly solicited. 



At any time during the pendency of this application, please charge any fees 
rejquired or credit any over payment to Deposit Account 50-3444 pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 
1 .izs. Additionally, please charge any fees to Deposit Account 50-3444 under 37 C,F.R, 
L|16, 1.17, 1.19, 1.20 and 1.2L 



Date: June 4, 2007 



Respectfully submitted, i 

Marie A. Wilson 
Reg. No. 43.994 

Wilson & Ham 
PMB: 348 

2S30 BCTxyessa Road 
San Jose, CA 95132 
Phone: (925) 249-1300 
Fax; (925) 249-0111 
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